The present paper offers an analysis of the transitivizing and intransitivizing preverbs (semi-bound verbal prefixes) in Vedic Sanskrit. I will argue that the (in)transitivizing force of these morphemes is weak: the passivization test shows that transitivizing preverbs only exceptionally make fundamentally intransitive verbs true transitives, whilst the only intransitivizing preverb ví has but a rather limited valency-changing capacity.
Introductory remarks
The present paper deals with the transitivizing and intransitivizing functions of some semi-autonomous verbal morphemes (prefixes) in Vedic Sanskrit, traditionally called preverbs: ádhi 'above, over, on' , ánu 'along, after' , abhí 'to(wards), over, against ' , ā́ 'to(wards) , at' , úpa 'to, near' , pári '(a)round, about' , ví 'apart, asunder' and some others. 1 It should be noted that, while the diathesis opposition "active/ middle" and the system of the verbal suffixes denoting valency-changing processes (causative, passive, reflexive) in Vedic and other ancient Indo-European languages is well-studied (see, for instance , Gonda 1979; Hock 1981) , and the role of transitivity in Indo-Aryan and other South Asian languages has repeatedly been the subject of discussion (see, in particular, Masica 1976 , Bickel 1995 , among many others), little research has been done on the contribution of the verbal prefixes (preverbs) to the marking of transitivity alternations. Yet it is often tacitly assumed
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The middle and its functions
The range of the functions rendered by the middle type of inflexion (= middle diathesis) is typical of the ancient Indo-European linguistic type as attested in such languages as Ancient Greek. This includes the self-beneficient meaning with no valence change ('to do smth. for oneself ' , as in the handbook example yájati 'sacrifices' ~ yájate 'sacrifices for oneself ') as well as a number of intransitivizing derivations, such as passive, reflexive, and anticausative (decausative). The choice of the function(s) idiosyncratically depends on the base verb. However, in the language of the earliest text, the RV, we already observe the loss of several grammatical functions of the ancient Indo-European middle, and the intransitivizing functions are largely taken over by special productive markers, such as the passive suffix -yá-and the reflexive pronouns tanū-and ātmán-(for details, see Kulikov 2009 ).
'are (being) yoked, joined'), medio-passive i-aorists (with defective paradigm: only 3sg. in -i and 3pl. in -ran/-ram: yuj: 3sg. áyoji, 3pl. ayujran) , statives (also with defective paradigm: 3sg. in -e and 3pl. in -re; e.g. hi 'impel': 3sg. hinvé '(it) is/has been impelled' , 3pl. hinviré '(they) are/have been impelled'). 4 The -yá-passives are built on the stem derived from the root by means of the suffix -y(á)-, which can only take middle endings (e.g. han 'kill': 1sg. han-yé, 2sg. han-yá-se, 3sg. han-yá-te, etc.) . Passives with active endings do not occur before late (post-Vedic) Sanskrit. Since there is no morphological opposition of middle and active forms with the suffix -yá-(i.e. 3sg.med. han-yá-te is not opposed to 3sg. act. *han-yá-ti, etc.), the morpheme -yá-alone can be regarded as the marker of the (present) passive proper, the middle inflection being automatically selected by the -yá-stem.
In addition, there are several non-finite forms used in passive constructions: resultative (perfect) participles with the suffix -tá-/-ná-; and gerundives, or future passive participles, with the suffixes -ya-, -tavyà-, and -anī́ya-.
Causative oppositions
The most regular and productive causative marker in the present system is the suffix -(p)áya-, cf. vr̥ dh 'grow, increase' -vardháyati 'makes grow, increases' , cit 'appear, perceive' -cetáyati 'shows (= makes appear), makes perceive' (~ citáyati 'appears'). In addition to -(p)áya-causatives, in early Vedic we find a few other (non-productive) formal types of present causative oppositions.
Vedic preverbs vs. adpositions: Two possible analyses
The majority of morphemes that will be in the spotlight of this paper, i.e. preverbs, can also be used as adpositions (= pre-or postpositions) . Exceptions include, in particular, úd 'up' , ní 'down' , párā 'away' , and ví 'apart, asunder' (the latter of which will be the subject of a special discussion in Section 5). For early Vedic, when the preverbs still exhibit considerable autonomy, the distinction between these two usages (adpositions vs. preverbs) cannot be drawn with accuracy in many cases. For the sake of brevity, I will use the cover term 'preverb' for both types of usages.
The fact that it is, in many cases, nearly impossible to draw a clear-cut boundary between verbal compounds with preverbs and simplex verbs constructed with adpositional (pre-or postpositional) phrases has been repeatedly noticed in Vedic and Indo-European scholarship (for Vedic, see, e.g., Renou 1952: 316; Whitney 1889: 414; cf. also Sizova 1980 for Gothic; Penney 1989: 62ff. for Tocharian; and Lehmann 1983 for Latin, among many others). 5 In (4), for instance, two analyses of yónim ā́ asadat '(he) has sat upon the lap' are possible, (i) as a compound constructed with an adpositionless (postpositionless) accusative ([yónim] [ā-asadat]), and (ii) as a simplex verb constructed with a postpositional phrase ([yónim ā] [asadat]). Clearly, the neutral SOV word order does not help to solve this dilemma.
Apparently, in early Vedic, where preverbs mostly behave as free morphemes, it is often virtually impossible to choose between the '[Noun Adposition] Verb' and 'Noun [Preverb Verb]' analyses. In later periods, when tmesis becomes rarer, the preverb drifts towards a bound morpheme (= verbal prefix), which of course favours the latter ('Noun [Preverb Verb]') analysis.
There are also some specific types of preverb placement that favour one of the two analyses. For example, in the case of the 'Verb + Noun + Preverb' order, as in (1), where the preverb ā́ immediately follows the noun phrase, it is typically treated as a postposition (see, e.g., Grassmann 1873: Sp. 169):
(1) (RV 9.64.17) índavaḥ | ágmann r̥ tásya yónim ā́ drop:nom.pl come:aor:3pl.act order:gen.sg lap:acc.sg to 'The drops have come upon the lap of the (cosmic) Order. ' By contrast, in the case of the 'Preverb + Noun + Verb' order, as in (2), the same morpheme is usually taken as a preverb (see, e.g., Grassmann 1873: Sp. 1455f.):
(2) (RV 9.97.45c) ā́ yóniṃ ványam asadat to lap:acc.sg wooden:acc.sg sit.down:aor:3sg.act punānáḥ purify:pres:part. med:nom.sg.m 'He (sc. Soma) has sat down upon the wooden lap, being purified. '
Vedic preverbs as transitivizing morphemes
It is a commonplace in Sanskrit scholarship that intransitive verbs typically become transitive after certain spatial (directional and locational) preverbs, such as ánu 'along, after ' , áti 'over' , abhí 'towards, over, against' , úpa 'to, near' , and some others, 6 which add an accusative object to the syntactic arguments of the verb and thus function as transitivizing, or applicative, markers. The standard (syntactic) definition of a transitive construction refers to the presence of a direct object (DO). That is, the presence of a DO is considered a feature equivalent to transitivity (see Lazard 1998; Plungjan & Raxilina 1998; Kittilä 2002; Kittilä 201; Naess 2007 , among many others). Accordingly, transitive constructions can be determined as those, and only those, that require a direct object. Thus, verifying transitivity of a clause amounts to the verification of the objecthood of those nouns which can be considered potential candidates for direct objects.
It is well-known that the further we go down the hierarchy of grammatical relations (Subject > Direct Object > Indirect object > Oblique), the more limited sets of criteria are available for establishing X-hood (Subjecthood, DO-hood, etc.) . Thus, Subjecthood can be checked against a large number of various tests, such as control of reflexivization, deletion of coreferential nouns, control of reference of non-finite forms (in particular, converbs); for a discussion of such operational subject criteria, see, among many others, Aikhenvald et al. (eds.) 2001. By contrast, we have at our disposal only few criteria for verifying DO-hood that can be considered to be (nearly) universal. Of particular importance are those syntactic features (operational criteria) that can distinguish direct objects from other (indirect or oblique) objects. The basic DO-criteria elucidated both in typological literature and in grammars of individual languages 10 include: (i) word order (direct object is normally closer to the verbal form than all other, indirect and oblique, objects); (ii) cliticization and/or pronominalization (in many languages, only direct objects can be replaced by (clitic) pronouns, while other objects cannot); and (iii) passivization (only direct objects can be promoted to the subject position in passive constructions).
Word order criterion
Among the three criteria listed above, (i) is obviously quite limited in its applicability. First, it is of little (if any) relevance for languages with free word order. Second, it can only help to decide which of two (or more) candidates for direct objects is more likely to be treated as a DO; but it does not help us to make any conclusions in cases where only one candidate for DO is present in a construction. In other words, constructions with a direct object only and constructions with an indirect object only (but no DO) may, in some cases, be classified identically with regard to this criterion.
Cliticization criterion
The cliticization and/or pronominalization criterion (ii) appears to be more relevant cross-linguistically. It is successfully applied for many Bantu languages, for example, where clustering of several objects is very common; for a detailed discussion of the cliticization test in Bantu, see Morolong & Hyman 1977 . Yet, this criterion appears to be of lesser relevance for many other languages, particularly for those that exhibit weaker constraints on pronominalization/cliticization. In Vedic, as in several other ancient Indo-European languages, a special set of DO-clitics only exists for 1st and 2nd persons (cf. mā 'me' , tvā 'you'), while the clitic forms of the 3rd person/demonstrative pronouns are represented by archaic and/or isolated forms such as īm/ī (with the variant ī mainly employed if the preceding word ends in -m), which is no longer productive even in the earliest form of Old Indo-Aryan, the language of the R̥ gveda. Moreover, there are some reasons to believe that the application of the īm-cliticization criterion will yield wrong results in some cases, as it may substitute for non-direct objects. We indeed find at least one example of īm substituting for the accusative of relation (or, in traditional terminology, 'content accusative'): (8) (2005) that the traditional interpretation of the form ī in (8) as a nominative 11 makes this example entirely isolated and should be revised. ī must represent an accusative of relation (content accusative) here, which does not promote to the subject in passive constructions, retaining its accusative marking. A tentative translation of the passage in (8) [This = the two aspects, the earthen and the heavenly ones] is mixed to it (= is mixed, yielding it), as light is mixed to the whole. ' 12
Passivization criterion
The remaining DO criterion, the passivization test (also referred to by some authors as 'subjectivization'), appears to be the most, if not the only, reliable criterion, even in spite of the fact that some languages lack a passive. This also holds for Vedic as well as several other ancient Indo-European languages. For IndoEuropean, where we mostly find the nominative-accusative type of alignment, and passive constructions are present, this is undoubtedly the most widely applied and the most reliable objecthood test, even in spite of its shortcomings (see Jamison 1979: 197ff.; Jamison 1983: 30ff.) . It is also worth mentioning that some traditional grammars and general linguistic introductions even take this criterion as a part of the definition of transitivity. 13
Transitivity and passivization criterion in Vedic
It is beyond dispute that constructions with preverbs/adpositions governing the accusative case, such as those briefly discussed above, have served as one of the major sources for new (secondary) transitives in the Vedic lexicon. The exact syntactic status of such verbs and, in particular, their position as compared to primary transitives requires closer examination, however. The main theoretical issue raised by such prefixed verbs (traditionally called 'compounds') is: should these verbs be considered true transitives or, rather, intransitives constructed with accusative nouns which do not have the status of direct objects?
In order to answer this question, we need to check evidence available from Vedic against the main transitivity criterion relevant for Vedic syntax, i.e. against the passivization test. 14 As I argued above, it can be successfully used to distinguish direct objects from other types of accusative nouns: constructions with canonical direct objects (i.e., canonical transitives) can readily be passivized, while constructions with accusatives of other types can be passivized only rarely, exceptionally, or never. 15 As mentioned in 2.3.2, there are several verbal formations in Vedic that can be employed in passive constructions. The non-finite forms (perfect participles and gerundives) can be derived from both transitive and intransitive verbs and thus are of little value for distinguishing transitive verbs from intransitives. In other words, the existence of such forms as, for instance, úpa-sanna-'(having) set, sit near/ upon' or gatá-'gone' (subject resultatives of úpa-sad 'sit near/upon' and gam 'go'), does not point to the transitivity of these verbs. The same holds true for statives and 'medio-passive' i-aorists: they can be derived not only from transitives but also from intransitive verbs, such as śī 'lies' (stative śáye 'lies, has lain') or ruc 'shine' (medio-passive aorist ároci 'has shone'). Besides, statives are already not productive in the earliest Vedic text, the R̥ gveda, and entirely disappear in later texts, while i-aorists have limited productivity (see Kümmel 1996) . The -yá-presents are the only passive formation that is increasingly productive throughout the history of Old Indo-Aryan and, most importantly, can only be derived from transitives: only transitive verbs can form -yá-passives in Vedic, while intransitive verbs cannot 16 (see Kulikov 2012 , where this claim is corroborated). In other words, only those accusative nouns that can be promoted to the subjects of -yá-passives can be taken as true direct objects. This criterion readily distinguishes direct objects from other accusative nouns, such as accusatives of time and 'content accusatives' (figura etymologica). 17 4. 'Transitivizing' preverbs and their contribution to transitivization 4.1 -yá-passivization and compounded verbs in Vedic
As mentioned above, the ability of a verb to form a -yá-passive ('-yá-passivization' criterion for short) can be used as the only reliable test distinguishing transitives from other syntactic classes of verbs in Vedic. In particular, this criterion clearly shows that compounds such as ā-bhāśi '(you) shine upon' (as in (6)), ádhi-dravati 'runs over' (as in (7)), etc., should be taken as intransitives constructed with accusatives ('extended intransitives'), rather than as true transitives. It turns out that only a few fundamentally intransitive verbs form -yá-passives when compounded (i.e. when employed with preverbs) in Vedic. It is important to note that such passives are virtually unattested in early Vedic: we find no attestation of such -yá-passives in the RV and only one in the Atharvaveda (adhigamyáte at AV 7.101.1; see (13)); they remain rare in middle and late Vedic (i.e. in Vedic prose). These -yá-passives are derived only for a dozen intransitives with preverbs (for all verbs, I quote 3sg. indicative forms in the list below): Most importantly, all passivizable compounds listed above share a remarkable semantic feature: they show some idiomatic semantic changes of the root meaning, i.e. the meaning of the compounded verb cannot be deduced from that of the non-prefixed verb (simplex) and preverb. Thus, the meaning of ádhi-sthā 'govern' does not add up to 'stand' + 'over'; úpa-i 'sexually approach, impregnate' ≠ 'go' + 'to, near'; pari-viṣ 'serve, surround (with a halo)' ≠ 'be active' + '(a)round'; úpa-sthā 'attend, serve, worship' ≠ 'stand' + 'to, near' , etc. Such idiomatic changes typically suggest a univerbation process. Apparently, in Vedic, this semantic shift was one of the main conditions for depriving the verbal compound of its regular (semantic) links with the intransitive simplex and, eventually, for making it a true transitive.
With the exception of the dozen prefixed verbs listed above, compounds with preverbs do not form -yá-passives. The non-passivizability of such pseudo-transitives implies, in particular, that the repeatedly noticed similarity between these compounds and, for instance, Germanic applicative verbs such as German bearbeiten, bedrohen, bescheinen, überfliegen etc., Danish arbejde 'work' -bearbejde 'work up, adapt' , glo 'stare' -beglo 'stare at' , etc. (see, for instance, Durst-Andersen and Herslund 1996: 90ff.; Michaelis and Ruppenhofer 2001) concerns only the case-marking, not the objecthood of the accusative nouns. Thus, German and Danish be-make an intransitive into a transitive verb, which can be passivized (cf. wird bearbeitet etc.), whereas the corresponding Vedic preverbs (such as abhí, úpa, ánu, etc.) typically do not. Note, incidentally, that not all ancient Indo-European languages are similar to Vedic in that respect. Thus, as Lehmann (1983: 156) 
Compounded verbs and passivization test in post-Vedic Sanskrit
In later periods, in post-Vedic (Epic and Classical) Sanskrit, when the -ya-passives become still more productive, we find more examples of passives built with these secondary prefixal transitives. Such secondary transitives include, for instance, ā-kram 'step to, tread upon; overcome' (← kram 'step, tread'), ā-kruś 'shout at' (← kruś 'shout'), adhi-vas 'inhabit' (← vas 'dwell, live'); cf. (21-24) [nearby] . ' Yet even these later texts attest relatively few passives of such new transitives (applicatives).
Concluding remarks: A hierarchy of transitivizing preverbs
Using the passivization criterion, we can order Vedic preverbs by their "transitivizing force". Specifically, we find a few examples of passivized secondary transitives with úpa and abhí, 19 which can therefore be placed at the top of the hierarchy. By contrast, there are no reliable examples of -yá-passives with the preverb ánu -in spite of the fact that this preverb easily combines with a number of intransitives and typically introduces an accusative into constructions. 20 (25) úpa, abhí (3) > ádhi (2) > others : ánu, ā, pári, práti, etc. (1 or none) Evidence is too scant to draw any theoretical conclusions on the basis of this hierarchy. The presence of three directional preverbs at the top of the hierarchy may point to the fact that the preverbs/postpositions of this semantic class were easier to lexicalize than others -most probably due to the privileged position of locative metaphors in language.
The reciprocal marker ví as an intransitivizing morpheme
The reciprocal function of ví and its origin
While the transitivizing function is attested for a number of Vedic preverbs, we find only one preverb associated with an intransitivizing derivation, ví-.
The preverb ví, alongside a number of other meanings (splitting in parts, spreading, reversive, etc.), can be used as a reciprocal marker with some verbs, when added to forms with the middle inflexion, cf. dviṣ 'hate' -ví-dviṣ -ate 'they hate each other' , vac 'speak' -ví … avoca-nta 'they argued with each other' .
The Indo-European middle morphology is traditionally associated with a variety of intransitive derivations such as passive, reflexive, and anticausative; in other words, middle inflexion (suffixes) might be considered 'responsible' for the intransitivization of base verbs in ví-derivatives. Such was indeed the situation in several ancient Indo-European languages, such as Ancient Greek. This is not the case with Vedic, however. As mentioned above (see 2.3.1), non-characterized middle forms only exceptionally render all these functions; normally, all the above-listed meanings/functions are expressed by special morphemes, such as the present passive suffix -yá-, specific inflexion of the medio-passive i-aorist, and reflexive pronouns tanū-and ātman-(see Kulikov 2009 for details). Likewise, we only find isolated examples of non-characterized middle forms that render a reciprocal meaning without using specific reciprocal markers such as ví-. Accordingly, it would be incorrect to claim that that middle morphology is more essential to the valency properties of compounded verbs with ví-, and that ví-just adds a semantic specification to middle forms. Rather, ví-should be considered to be one of the two components of a complex marker of reciprocity, alongside the middle inflexion.
The reciprocal function of ví is attested, above all, in early Vedic. In this period, ví is in competition with another marker of reciprocity, the adverb mithás, which can co-occur with ví within the same construction (cf. (31-32) below) or render reciprocal meaning on its own (cf. (32)).
The reciprocal function of ví must be rooted in its etymology. Most likely, this preverb goes back to the Proto-Indo-European morpheme *dvi-'two' (cf. also adverb *dvis 'in two'), thus being genetically related to Greek δια-, Lat. dis-, Old High German ze(r)-, for which similar meanings are attested (see already Pott 1859: 705ff. and, especially, the convincing argumentation for this etymology in Lubotsky 1994: 202ff.) . The most remarkable parallel to Vedic ví is the Greek prefix δια-, which may also render a reciprocal meaning. To mention just a few examples, also taken from Pott's study (Pott 1859: 733) : διά-λογος 'conversation' , δια-ειπεῖν 'argue with each other' (the exact etymological cognate of Ved. ví-vac MED ), δια-κυνέω 'kiss each other' , δια-πειλέω 'threaten each other' , δια-μάχομαι 'fight against each other ' . In what follows, I will briefly outline the main syntactic patterns attested with ví-reciprocals.
Two syntactic types of ví-reciprocals
Direct object reciprocals
The direct object reciprocals, or canonical reciprocals, 21 suggest the symmetry relation between the subject and direct object ( Since such a reciprocalization removes the direct object from the syntactic structure, the preverb ví (together with the middle type of inflexion) can be said to function as an intransitivizer. The DO reciprocals are derived, for instance, for such verbs (mostly denoting hostile activities) as dviṣ 'hate' -vi-dviṣ MED 'hate each other, be inimical' , han 'kill, destroy' -vi-han MED 'kill, destroy each other' , tr̥ h 'crush, shatter, destroy' -vi-tr̥ h MED 'crush, shatter, destroy each other' , abhi-car 'bewitch' -vy-abhi-car MED 'bewitch each other' , śap 'curse' -vi-śap MED 'curse each other, quarrel' . Examples are: (26) ahám ̣ bhūýo veda∪ íti I:nom more know:pf:1sg.act I:nom more know:pf:1sg.act thus 'Who quarrel (lit. curse each other) with the words: "I know more!" -"I know more!" -…' 22
Indirect object reciprocals
The indirect object reciprocals suggest the symmetry relation between the subject and the second (indirect) object (IO), which surfaces either as the second accusative object, or as the dative argument: P (X Subj , Y IO ) & P (Y Subj , X IO ). Thus, normally, the transitive verbs do not intransitivize, cf. vac 'speak ' -vi-vac 
Reciprocal passives
As in the case of the secondary (preverbial) transitives, the -yá-passivization test turns out to be of crucial importance. Since the indirect object reciprocals derived from transitives retain the direct object and thus remain transitive, they can easily be passivized, as in (31) The reciprocal interpretation ('let the hags be crushed (killed) by each other') is supported, on the one hand, by the reciprocal context of the beginning part of the passage, and, on the other hand, by (33), where the reciprocal meaning is expressed with the same passive verb by another marker of reciprocity, the adverb mithás:
(33) (AVŚ 5.17.7 ≈ AVP 9.15.7) vīrā́ yé tr̥ h-yá-nte (AVŚ) / han-ya-nte (AVP) hero:nom.pl who shatter-pres.pass-3pl kill-pres.pass-3pl mithó brahmajāyā́ hinas-ti tāń mutually Brahman's.wife:nom.sg hurt:pres-3sg.act they:acc 'When heroes are mutually shattered/killed (by one another), it is the Brahman's wife who hurts them. '
Another verbal form which can be tentatively interpreted as a passive of a canonical reciprocal is the R̥ gvedic hapax vipanyāḿahe. The form occurs in a difficult passage: The form in question was the subject of long debate in the literature. Traditionally, vipanyāḿahe is held for a passive from pan 'admire, glorify, praise' and correspondingly translated as 'we are glorified [as genuine praisers]'; thus, for instance, Geldner (1951: I, 259) : 'wir werden … anerkannt' . 23 However, such an interpretation leaves unexplained the exact semantic contribution of the prefix ví to the meaning of this compound.
Some scholars saw here a denominative of vipanyā-'glory' (Gotō 1987: 206, fn. 413) or a derivative of a different root ( 2 pan 'sich abmühen' or vip 'be/become (mentally) excited'; for a summary and discussion of suggested interpretations, see Kulikov 2012: 144ff., with bibl. Whatever the morphological analysis of vipanyāḿahe, it must be a nonce formation, triggered by the word play (ví-pan … ví paṇ í-). The traditional passive interpretation seems quite plausible, with the following minor modification: ví may have a reciprocal value here, and the form in question can be interpreted as a passive of the (unattested) reciprocal *ví-panante 'they glorify each other' , thus meaning:
'Since only we, the true praisers of yours (sc. Aśvins), are glorified by each other …'
Passives of canonical reciprocals, albeit very few in number, are worthy of special discussion. From the typological point of view, this syntactic type is highly unusual and challenging for some of our basic assumptions on the semantic content of the reciprocal derivation, even contradicting, in some respects, our linguistic intuition. As mentioned above, canonical reciprocals must be intransitive by definition, which, at first glance, rules out passivization. In the case of constructions with reciprocal pronouns (cf. English each other, German einander), we have at least a formal possibility of passivization resting upon an empty direct object in the surface structure (each other, einander): we glorify each other → we are glorified by each other. In the case of a morphological reciprocal (as in Vedic), the syntactic aspects of this derivation remain unclear. Since this peculiar construction is only twice attested in the Vedic corpus, it would be premature to speculate on the exact meaning behind such passive reciprocals. But, on the basis of the existence of this, even if rare, pattern, one may assume that the intransitivizing force of the morpheme ví-in ví-reciprocals is considerably weaker than that of other intransitivizing morphemes (e.g., the passive suffix -yá-). This may be due to the fact that ví-can readily be combined with transitives without affecting their transitivity, as in the case of bhid 'split, break' -ví-bhid 'split, break in pieces' and muc 'loose, free' -ví-muc 'unloose, unharness' .
Vedic preverbs as (in)transitivizers: Concluding remarks
To conclude this brief survey of the alleged Old Indo-Aryan valency-changing preverbs, we are now able to formulate a generalization that holds for both transitivizing and intransitivizing preverbs and, given the assumption that Vedic preserves archaic features of the ancient Indo-European syntactic type, is also valid for the situation in Proto-Indo-European. Both the transitivizing preverbs (ánu, áti, abhí, úpa, etc.) and the intransitivizing ví show a weak (in)transitivizing force. On the one hand, the transitivizing preverbs only exceptionally make fundamentally intransitive verbs into true transitives, as the passivization test shows. On the other hand, the intransitivizing preverb ví does not seem to intransitivize the verb completely, since the corresponding reciprocal can still be passivized.
This means that the verbal prefixes belong to the very periphery of the Vedic valency-changing markers. I have argued that in Vedic Sanskrit prefixed (compounded) verbs do not actually reach the status of 'true transitives' , the main transitivity alternations being marked foremost by suffixal morphemes (causative suffix -áya-, among others) and the type of inflexion (active/middle distinction). One may assume that early Vedic, unlike many other ancient Indo-European languages, attests an earlier stage of the process ending up with univerbation and complete transitivization of such prefixed verbs. The imperative forms of such passives, as in (10), were used, in particular, in the polite style of speech, for instance when addressing persons of high social status (see Renou 1930: 413) .
Grammatical abbreviations
Moreover, according to ancient Indian grammarians (see Renou 1930: 290; Ostler 1979: 355f.) , accusatives of time could even be promoted to the subject position in passive constructions, as in (11): (11) māsa ās-ya-te devadattena month:nom.sg sit-pres.pass-3sg Devadatta:ins.sg 'Devadatta sits for a month. ' (lit.: ' A month is (being) sat by Devadatta. ') A detailed study of the Vedic -yá-passives reveals, however, that such forms and constructions are unattested in Vedic prose (which is supposed to have served as the base dialect for the ancient Indian grammatical tradition). The fact that such examples can be found in texts of the classical (post-Vedic) period is of no demonstrative value, since it is exactly under the uncontestable authority of the Pāṇ inian grammar that these texts have been created (for a short discussion of this sociolinguistic situation, see Kulikov 2004: 123f.) .
18.
The sign "+" after the (abbreviated) name of a text ("X+") means: 'in X and more recent, younger texts' , 'from X onwards' .
19.
Cf. also examples of compounds based on some transitives, such as abhí-car 'bewitch' (← car 'perform'), abhí-śaṃs 'calumniate' (← śaṃs 'recite, praise'), abhí-ṣ ic 'besprinkle, consecrate' (← sic 'pour').
20.
Cf. similar arguments on the intransitivity of the compounds with ádhi in Dash 1991: 152ff. Delbrück (1888: 254, 568 ) ('wenn zwei sich gegenseitig verfluchen und jeder dabei sagt…'; 'wenn sich zwei zanken…'), which seems more likely than that suggested by Gotō (1987: 304f.) : 'wenn zwei gegenseitig schwören (behaupten) würden …' and adopted by Amano (2009: 346) : 'Wenn aber zwei im Streit miteinander schwören…' .
I follow the reciprocal interpretation by
23.
Thus also Grassmann 1873: 772. The reflexive interpretation 'wir rühmen uns' (Grassmann 1877: 173; Hillebrandt 1891: 87) is hardly possible.
